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The CHAIRI^'IAN (Ethiopia): I declare open the one hundred and tenth plenary- 
meeting of the Conference of the Eight een-Nat ion Committee on Disairaament* 

Mro T;Ji:;iB..I^JOV (Bulgaria) ( translation from French ); Today I intend to 
speak on the cessa,tion of nuclear tests* The purpose of the remarks that I propose 
to make is not to present a comprehensive picture of the situation^ but simply to 
clarify certain aspects of the positions taken on this ir-iportant problem* 

In their statements in the Comiiiittee^ representatives of the Western nuclear 
Powers have solemnly declared that they are ready to do everything they can to 
reach agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests. Thus cit the meeting of 
20 February the United States representative^ Mr, Foster^ said: 

"c«* I wish quite simply but earnestly to reaffirm, the desire of the United 

States for an effective nuclear test ban treaty." ( SMDC/PVaOO, p^5 ) 
This statement by the United States representative vjas repeated at the meeting of 
6 March by Mr„ Stelle^ who asserted that ''we have long since made the political, 
decision that we wanted a nuclea,r test ban agreem.ent." (ENDC/PV«105;, p*26) 

We must^ however _3 point out that these a.ssertions that the United States wish 
for an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests do not appear to have sufficiently 
influenced the attitude adopted by the United States Government* On the contrary^ 
its actions and political decisions on various international problcm.s are flagrantly 
at variajice with the official statements of its representatives. 

At his press conference on 21 February I963 the President of 'the United States 
said: "Wel.l^ in my judgement^ the major argument for the test ban treaty is the 
limiting effect it right have on proliferation." He emphasized that^ if we failed, 
in our efforts to conclude a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests^ the only 
consequence would be an increase in the number of States possessing nuclear weapons^, 
which might enhance the risk of outbreak of a nuclear conflict. 

We fully agree that one of the main objectives of the conclusion of a treaty 
on the cessation of nuclear tests is to stop the spread of nuclear weapons* It 
should^ however^ be noted that o^t.tho sai:io press conference the President of the 
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United States defended the United States plan for the creation of a multinational 
NATO force ^'despite all legislative restrictions'^ But the setting-up of such a 
multilateral force would not only ..increase the danger of a nuclear war and intensify 
the arms race^ but would also have the i:imediate effect of spreading nuclear weapons 
among countries which do not yet possess then, Hox^^ever much the United States 
leaders may assert that the multilateral or multinational force — call it xvhat you 
ivill — is designed to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons^ to prevent other 
countries^ in particular Western Germajiy, froir. developing their ov/n nuclear weapons^ 
such assertions can convince no one againvst the existing facts ^ 

The States which are asking for the creation. of a multilateral or multinational 
force are interested precisely in obtaining nuclear weapons and participating in 
their control. That is the real reason for their support of that multinational 
nuclear force^ It is^ of course^ ix)ssible that the idea of the United States 
leaders is that the multinational force will enable them, to retain control over 
countries taking part in it because the United States reserves exclusive control 
over nuclear weapons. 

But the events of yesterday and today have shown us that countries aspiring to 
participation in the control of nuclear weapons^ like the Federal Republic of 
Germany^ ca^n neither deceive themselves nor .be deceived about their aspirations. 
Besides, it would be childish to believe that an organization of the so-called 
multinational nuclear force could be devised which would both satisfy Western 
Germany »s aXxibition to obtain control over nuclear weapons^ and deny it this control 
by "organizational" subterfuges. Such propositions are mutually exclusive. In 
fact, this has been recognized by the United States leaders themselves, for they 
are already contemplating changes in the McMahon Act to enable them to satisfy the 
claims of the European Powers, and first and foremost of Western Germany, to 
control over nuclear weapons. Those are also the conclusions of competent United 
States circles. In its leading article of 16 March, speaking of the multinational 
nuclear force, the New York Times wrote: 
( continued in English ) 
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"The British already possess and the French are developing nuclear warheads of 
their own* But the main contribution will have to come fron the United States 
through Congressional revision of the McMahon Act^ in order to perniit the 
United States to share nuclear arns control with its allies J' 
( continued in French ) 

With regard to- riuqlear weapons^ therefore/ oil that remains to bo done, in order 
to be able to proceed to the effective formation of the multinational .force is to 
satisfy the requests of the other* allies of the United Statv^s^ headed by Western 
GeTfmanyo We o.re provided with a proof of that by the United. States press itself _, 
which reports that^ afterMr. Merchant's talks at Bonn^ it was decided that Western 
Germany should contribute about 40 per cent of the personnel and 35 per cent of the. 
cost of the multilateral force. In other vx^rds^ the crucial question repeatedly 
raised by the Western press in recent days — "Whose finger is on the trigger?" — 
appears^ despite all the declarations made in this Comi?tittee;^ to have been settled 
in favour of the participation of the Federal Republic of Germany in the final 
decision. 

In these circumstance it xvould be difficult to ma.ke public opinion. believe 
that it is possible to work for the cessation of tests of nuclear weapons and 
against their proliferation vjhile at the sar.e time adopting measures of which the 
essence .is the proliferation of those very nuclear weapons, iind yet it is this 
inconsistency that the representatives of the Western nuclear Powers are trying to 
persuade us to accept. 

In his thoughtful speech of 15 March the representative of Mexico showed most 
convincingly that one cannot adopt measures contrary to the aims pursued by the 
Committee and at the same time claim that one is working to achieve those aii:is« We 
must not lose sight of reality, Mr. Padilla Nervo said: 

"This reality does not depend on lis but is determined by the policies of 
governments^ especially those of the great Powers^ and it is a reality T/\^ich 
unfortunately points in a direction away from general and complete disarmaments 

"Rearmament plans continue to be elaborated and improved. Some of these 
extend beyond the period considered necessary to effect general and complete 
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disara-^amt^nt-in'-ail its- -stages. Mlitary budgets arc still increasing^, nuclear 
weapon' tests nohtinuO;, and mutual distrust grows stronger. /J-1 these are 
factors working against the higher objectives assigned to this Coniference ^.." 

( a\TDc/pva09. pa2 ) 

Later the representative of Ifecico added: 

"Two divergent- objectives cannot be follov/ed at the sane tiine* International 

event? are the result^ not of spontaneous generation^ but rather of the will 

or conduct -)f those i^rho rule <►•/' ( ibid., p>13) 

By their exiDressed deternination to organize the NATO nultilateraJL nuclear 
force^. the United States leaders are working for the proliferation of nuclear weapons j 
and this is in direct conflict with the efforts of those who work for a nuclear test 

ban* 

/mother very disquieting fact v/nich reveals the intentions of certain United 
States circles is the continuation of nuclear tests. This fact cannot be reconciled 
with the negotiations for a test ban. In his speech of 6 March the representative 
of Buraa^ Mr. Barrington, emphasized that continuing nuclear tests "inevitably add 
considerably- to our difficulties and even make our negotiations somewhat unreal". 
(ENDC/PV^105^ p.lO). VJhat is the good of trying to convince us by solemn 
declarations that the Vfcstern Powers are in f cavour of a cessation of nuclear tests 
when at the sone time they are not only continuing to experiment vjith new nuclear 
weapons but are also openly proclaiming their intention to continue these tests 
without interruption? 

Numerous representatives have voiced their anxiety about the continuation of 
the tests in the United States and about the effect that attitude might have on our 
negotiations. That attitude not only makes our negotiations unreal^, but even 
threatens, to make their success impossible • In this connexion we must not forget 
the warning given by Mr.. Lall^ representative of India;, in his statement of 20 
February^ in which he said: 

">fe all know that if once tests start they lead to other tests ..>" 

( MDG/PV.IOO, P.19 ) 
At the same time he addressed a fervent appeal to the United States Government to 
stop tests. The. only reply v/as a fresh series of- underground nuclear tests by the 
United Stavtes. 
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.ire we to -imderstand from that attitude that the United States wishes to show 
that it does not feel obliged and docs not intend to take any notice of the lAdshes 
expressed by nienbers of the CoonitteO;, by the peoples of the v^ole world^ and in the 
resolution of the United Nations General Assenbly urging that all nuclear tests 
should cease from 1 January I963 (A/Rn;s/l762(}WIl); .ENDC/63)? It mil be recalled 
that the Soviet Union not only concurred in this decision of the General Assenbly 
and declared that it vjould abstain from conducting nuclear tests if the other 
nuclear Powers did the sane^ but has so far not carried out cnj further nuclear tests. 

my does the United States defy world opinion and the General assembly 
resolution? On this point we are given an indication by the United States Secretary 
of State^^ lie, Rusk^ who^ speaking in the Senate Foreign Affairs Counnission;, said ~ 
according to Reuters and the associated Press — : ^'The free world" — that is to 
say;, the Western Powers^, vvhich like to use this name ™ ''has the povier and the >dll 
to maintain its present nuclear superiority". That declaration throws much light 
on the position adopted by the United States towards the cessation of nuclear tests. 

It is such attitudes and such declarations which certainly led the representative 
of Mexico^ Mtc Padilla Nervo^ to say: 

"The quest for the ultimate \>reapon and for permanent nuclear superiority is 

false and illusory, and the chief danger of trifling -v^dth falsehood is that 

one may end by believing in it^" (EMDC/PV0IO9, p^ 24) 
The search for aji illusory superiority in nuclear v/eapons while negotiations are 
being carried on for the cessation of tests not only renders the negotiations unreal 
bu-c makes them look like a sinister game played by the Western Fo\^^er3\, lAJhUe 
declaring that they wuld like to achieve a cessation of nuclear tests — declarations 
intended to allay the world^s fears — they continue their tests ojid the nuclear 
armament race, thus paving the way for a frightful catastrophe. 

In these circumstances it would be idle to believe that an agreem_ent can be 
reached on the cessation of nuclear tests; for ^^^hat the Western Pov/ers desire is 
not the cessation of nuclear tests and the nuclear arm.c-j:ients racej in spite of 
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all their statements of good intentions _, it is on the contrary the continuation of 
tests and the stepping up of the nuclear aimiainents race that they are trying to 
impose and firmly establish for an indefinite period. That at least is the conclusion 
which naturaJ.ly follows from all this^ to judge by their acts and not their words. 
This has also been ix>inted out by certain well-informed circles in the United States ♦ 
Thus the well-lmovjn colui:inist^ itr. I-Jalter Lippmann^ i^rrites in this connexion in the 
New York Herald Tribune of 13 March the follov/ing^ which has already been quoted 
here: 

"The most vocal critics at the moment in this country may say they want a 
foolproof treaty, tfliat they really v/ant is not to stop testing." 
This attitude adopted by the United States and other vJestern nuclear Powers 
cannot fail to have repercussions on our Conference's "V\rork. The Western nuclear 
Powers^ and in particular the United States^ are seeking ways and means — while, 
endeavouring to represent themselves to the ivorld as desiring to reach an agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear tests — of dragging out the discussions indefinitely^ 
and so rendering the conclusion of an agreement on a test ban impossible. The- 
method they have adopted to achieve this consists in bogging do\m the negotiations 
in a mire of technical and secondary questions. iJe have already heard a Western 
delegation list here tv/enty-three questions of detail which it proposed that the 
Committee should examine (ENDC/PV.103^ P«6). Others have added to the list and 
have gone still further in order to divert our attention to questions which. would 
only result in multiplying the difficulties standing in our Conference's way. 

To realize- this it is sufficient to refer to one of the questions dealt with 
in the "highly technical" statement made by the United States representative at the 
meeting of 13 March (ENDC/PV,108^ PP.. 5 et se q,). This may give some idea of the 
way in which the Western Powers are striving to raise nev/ difficulties around 
questions on^i^rfiich the nuclear Powers could easily come to terms once the principal 
probler^s had been settled. Ex^Dlaining the United States .point of view on the 
comiDOsition of inspection teams^ the United States representative ga,ve the impression 
that he had forgotten that the United States delegation had already expressed an 
opinion on this question previously. He expressed the view that nationals of the 
nuclear Powers should occupy certain important technical posts on these inspection 
t earns ^ and said: 
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'^Teaiiis I'Aiich inspected events in the Soviet Union v/oulcl be . * , composed of 
fourteen United States-United Kingdon technical exiDorts^ with the remainder 
of the team composed of nationals who were experts from States not members 
of N/iTO or the Warsaw Pact J' ( ENDG/PVqoe, p,8 ) 

But the Soviet Union had already pointed out long ago that^ in order to ensure 
compliance with a treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests^ there was no 
need to resort to on-site inspection and that it would be sufficient to rely on the 
national seism.ic systems. It has also been shov/n that^ in the present state of 
relations between the great Powers and the lack of confidence that exists among them^ 
the inspections asked for by the Western Powers would lead to increased tension* The 
general staffs of certain countries might be tempted to take advantage of these 
inspections and incursions into the territories of other countries to glean informa,tion 
vmich they considered necessary to complete their knowledge of the military situation 
and defence preparedness of another country*. 

It is interesting to note in this connexion that^ at the very time ivhen the 
Soviet Union was opposing all on-site in.spections on the ground that they were 
useless ^Jld might give rise to fresh difficulties ajnong States^ the representatives 
of the Western nuclear Powers m.ade statements end gave numerous assurances to the 
Soviet Union that there was no danger in letting inspection teams enter Soviet 
territory^ because they x•^^ould be composed of int ernationaJL civil servants recruited 
among nationals of Qoutral — I repeat^ neutral — countries. In fact^ in his 
•statement of 31 August I962 the United States representative^ ¥\r^ Dean^ coiijmenting 
on the draft of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty submitted by the United Sta-,tes 
and the United Kingdom .(jiIJDC/58)^ said: 

"Furthermore^ the Governments of NATO would have nothing whatsoever to do 
vri.th inspecting the Soviet. Unioh^ 'a territory under the draft comprehensive test 
ban treaty proposed by the United Kingdom" and the United States. To say 
otherwise^^ I submit^ would be a reflection on the dedication of international 
civil servants v/ho serve so faithfuiiy and, so objectively on m.ajiy international 
bodies^ and v/ho would serve similarly oh the proposed international, scientific 
commission*'' (ENDC/PV;;.77> p>Al) 
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In his turn the United Kingdora representative, !#. Godber, supporting Mr, Dean's view, 
stated on 5 Septeraber 1962: 

"In any case, the whole Soviet arguinent does not seem to be 
justified, because those visiting international neutral technicians 
whora we are now proposing as aefibers of inspection tear.is would travel 
about the Soviet Union in Soviet transport under the closest observation 
by Soviet technicians J' (LnPC/FV.SO. p. 18) 

i'/e lTs.ve dwelt for a moment on this question merely to show what difficulties and 
what controversies our negotiations would encounter if we embarked on the discussion 
of technical questions before coming to terms on the principal points. The 
representatives of the Western Powers would be capable of re-cpening the discussion 
on all the points on ^^!hich agreement load already been reached and on which they had 
already expressed their views. Ho decision has been taken by the Conference to engage 
in preliminary discussions on tecimical questions; but the representatives of the 
Western Powers are not only trying to draw up lists of innumerable technical items 
but are already endeavouring to go back on the decisions taken on some of these issues 
in the past. It is not difficult to imagine the gusto with vfhich they would plunge 
the Conference into fresh technical difficulties if a discussion of such details were 
unfortunately to be decided upon before agreement had been reached on the main issues. 

That is vfhy it is necessary — as we have already pointed out in the past — t- 
come to an agreement on the principal issues first that is to say, in the present 
case, to come to an agreement on the number of inspections and of automtic seismic 
stations, and only then to discuss technical m.odalities and how to carry them out. 
This is the only method of procedure which can ensure the success of our x/ork and 
lead us to our goal. 

Another example of the difficulties and absurdities in which we might find 
ourselves involved in consequence of the attempts of the Western Pov/ers to bog down 
the Conference in discussions of teclinical details is provided by the statement of 
the representative of Canada on 13 I'larch. In an attempt to institute a teclmical 
discussion, i"ir. Burns tried (ENDG/PV .108, pp. 21 et_se£^) to define our problems by 
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so'-called mathematical formulae <> Hs expressed the probability of discovering a 
violation of the provisions of the treaty in terms of an empirical formula in which 
the different parameters were arbitrarily chosen to satisfy the needs of the Western 
cause o They v/ere at the same tirae arbitrarily linked together so as to engage the 
Conference in a discussion of matters of detail. 

If we were to define the different parameters according to the preferences of 
each delegation ™ and each delegation could certainly show its preferences in an 
arbitrary definition of pararaetersp as the attitude of the Western representatives 
and the Canadian delegation's definition have demonstrated --- \-je should certainly 
become involved in a discussion^ to the great satisfaction of certain circles in the 
Western countries interested in the continuation of tests and of the nuclear arms 
race. Such a discussion would certainly have a starting-pointy, but its conclusion 
might well be a nuclear catastrophe « In other x-zords^ the Western Powers could continue 
indefinitely a discussion of each parameter of all the formulae they propose or might 
propose or invent^ and of every imxaginable detail. 

Hov/ever^ the important point;, now that the Soviet Union has accepted two or three 
on-site inspections in spite of the pos.sibilities offered by national systems^, is to 
hasten to reach an agreement on the Soviet compromise proposals concerning on-site 
inspections and autoriiatic seismic stations. All the other questions and parameters 
can easily be settled afterwards by common consent^, provided of course that the 
'Western Powers desire and are willing to achieve the cessation of tests. 

What is required now is not a discussion of pararaeters or details or technical 
questions — - in which the Western Powers excels especially when they use erroneous 
data;* as they did for four years during the Conference on the cessation of nuclear 
tests. Wte.t we need now is a political decision by them to accept the compromise 
proposal put forward by the Soviet Union^ a proposal which would give them perfect 
security in regard to the strict observance of any agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear tests. It is now for the Western Powers alone to take this decision. It is 
on them that the eyes of the v/hole v/orld and of all the peoples are focused. These 
are waiting for a reply to this question ™ an effective reply and not empty speeches ™ 
do the Western Pov/ers want an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests? Have they 
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decided to conclude such an agreement^ or do they wish to disappoint the hopes of 
hoi-oanity by continuing to hinder the work of the Comraittee with futile discussions 
of technical questions, parameters and details, v/hich can have only one effect — the 
continuation of. nuclear tests and of the nuclear armaments race? 

The time has come to accept responsibilities and to take the necessary political 
decision in order to solve the problem of tests. The Soviet Governraent took a 
political decision by accepting the suggestions of the v/estern Powers on the question 
of control and of the nuiaber of inspections.. It is now for the Western Powers to take 
such a decisionc The delegation of the Bulgarian Peoples' Republic expresses the hope 
that the Governraents of the Western Powers will at last decide to -take the necessary 
political decisions to accept the Soviet Union's compromise proposals while the 
present favourable situation lasts. Only by taking the appropriate political decisions 
will it be possible to reach an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, and thus 
to create favourable conditions for the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete 
disarroament, 

jvlr. MBU (Nigeria) r Today my delegation proposes once again to address an 
earnest appeal to the nuclear Powers on the all-important issue of the nuclear test 
ban. Until the issue of a test ban is finally settled, it will continue to hang over 
our heads like the sword of Damocles. This issue of a test ban has been the subject 
of many appeals from humanists, and especially from anxious mothers, all over the 
world. The reason for their genuine concern is not hard to find. They are probably 
alarmed, as obviously I am, by the findings of the United Nations Scientific Committee 
of 1962 on the effects of atomic radiation (a/5216) . 

That high-powered Gominittee of scientific repute reported that one result of 
nuclear tests conducted up to 1961 would be that, of the babies born alive each year, 
at least 3,000 who would have been healthy would be born suffering from genetic 
defects. Those alarming facts are v/ell known to the nuclear Powers. It is 
ascertainable from the present stage of our negotiations that we are indeed very close 
to reaching agreement. One is compelled to ask', what, then, is preventing a final 
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agreement from being reached? i-athout laretending to be the devil's advocate, I would 
say that we can very easily reach agreement the moment the two camps stop playing the 
roles of Jekyll and Hyde. Never before in the history of our Conference have the tv/o 
sides come so close to reaching agreement on a test ban treaty as now. Indications 
are that there is evidence of a desire, and the circumstances are propitious for ^, 
reaching agreement. Only a few outside the precincts of our conference room would 
bother about the numbers of obligatory on-site inspections which now appear to be a 
major bone, or one of the major boneS; of contentiono 

However ingenious the nuclear Powers might be in the presentation of their own 
versions of the case, I must say. candidly that what we want today is agreement on a 
test ban and not persuasive submissions o They r,my succeed in convincing the marines 
of the wisdom of their case 5 but let it be known that sailors will not believe them. 
The proof to us now that the nuclear Powers sincerely believe in ending all nuclear 
tests will be their compromising over their remaining differences. It is inconceivable 
that the controversy which has arisen over the numbers and modalities of on-site 
inspection might yet rob us of a test ban treaty during this current session. It is 
inconceivable, I say, because my delegation regards the remaining differences as 
infinitesimal. 

The more one tries to appreciate the logic of the present controversy, the more 
one finds oneself oonfounded. The comparison which the representative of the United 
Arab Republic made (ENDC/pv,99, pp. 16, 17) cohoerning which came first, the chicken 
or the egg, may be apposite to the controversy over, the numbers and modalities of 
on-site, inspection. But if one takes this sane view, one cannot escape from finding 
oneself in the delicate predicament — of which the. former United States representative 
told us in one of his interventions in December (ENDC/PV.91, p. 12) — in which the Red 
Queen in Alice in Wonderland found herself when -she demanded, "First the verdict, and 
then the evidence", because the evidence confused her. 

It is, of course, logical that the parties to any treaty should know what the 
treaty is all about. Thus one might say that to enter into a treaty on a test ban 
without adequate safeguards might well be tantamount to signing a nudum pactum . 
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Our Mexican colleague, in his very interesting statement on 15 jViarch, asked the 
following questions when he spoke about the effectiveness of control and the guarantees 
which should be included in a treaty with regard to its implementation; 

"We should like to ask what deterrent factor there can be in the absence 
of an agreement... Kcw can there be effective control if there is no 
agreement and hence no control? What is the best way of ensuring 
implementation of the treaty?" (MDSZ^V'109? P,^) 
He gave the answer when he referred to his. earlier statement and summarized it as 

follows •: 

"In the last analysis the essential, and the strongest, safeguard for 

the parties is submission to the rule of international law and ethics 

and respect for the pledged word." (ENrc,/Wji4^._2^17) 

My delegation entirely agrees with that view. Many jurists will agree that the 
law is obeyed not merely because of the existence of deterrents. Indeed, the 
jurisprudence of many lands accepts the view that, if we were to explain why any kind 
of law is binding, we could not avoid some such assumption as that which was made in 
the Middle Ages, and which Greece and Rome made before that when they spoke of natural 
law. The ultimate explanation, therefore, of the binding force of law is that man, 
whether he is a single individual or is associated with other men in a State, is 
constrained, in so far as he is a reasonable being, to believe that order and not 
chaos is the governing principle of the world in which he has to live. That is the 
true reason why any law is obeyed. The same reason applies to treaty law. I think 
that no State party to a treaty on a test ban would wish to face the international 
obloquy which awaits a defaulter or a party wantonly causing a breach of that treaty. 
Even if one party were to cause such a breach, there is implied in every treaty 
a clause which provides that the treaty is to be binding only so long as things stand 
as they are. The express term may be absolute, but a treaty is never more than 
conditional, and when a vital change of circumstances has occurred the condition of 
the treaty's validity has failed, and it ceases to be binding. This is the essence 
of the ancient maxim "Clausula rebus sic stantibus." Certainly a test ban treaty 
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should not be likened to the ancient laws -of the Medes and the Persians ;, which never 
changed. Even in Persia the ancient laws are gradudlly admitting great innovations j; 
for example;^ the women of that kingdom were recently given the franchise to vote ™ 
at least so we read in the newspapers « 

Let the nuclear Powers try^, in -.a constructive sense;; to negotiate o Their motto 
should never be ^^If at first you don't succeed;, never;, never try again o" That is a 
defeatist attitude; and to adopt it would be a clear negation of our efforts. The 
world would be better off with an imperfect treaty? than without one. The conclusion 
of a test ban treaty would be the first positive step towards general and complete' 
disarmament. It would call a halt to the proliferation of nuclear. weapons. Above 
all^ we should be acting in compliance with paragraph 6 of resolution 1762 (iCVIl) of 
the General Assembly^, which recommends 

^'..o that if^ against all hope;> the parties- concerned do not reach 
agreement on the cessation of all tests by 1 January 1963^ they should 
enter into an immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere;, in outer space and under water ;, accompanied by an 
interim arrangement suspending all underground tests ;, taking as a 
basis the eight-nation, memorandum-^ and taking into consideration other 
proposals presented at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly ;, 
such interim agreement to include adequate assurances for effective 
detection and identification of seismic events by an international 
scientific commission" o ( EKDG/63 ) 

I should like to mention here that that General Assembly resolution is almost out 
of date at the present stage of the development of these negotiations. However^ we 
are happy to note that the three nuclear Powers have ended their series of tests. 
We sincerely hope^ therefore;, that there will be no further testing until a final and 
lasting treaty is signed ending all tests in all environments. 

The logic of a particular .nuclear Power insisting upon carrying on tests- now is 
difficult .to comprehend. At the meeting of this Committee on 20 December 1962 the 
representative of Nigeria had this to say about the proposed nuclear tests in the 
Sahara., 

■-. "My delegation strongly supports the General Assembly resolution;, 
^ ^specially now when we are reminded that another series of nuclear tests 
is shortly to be carried out in the Sahara c My delegation recognizes 
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that any State is at liberty to use its own territory for any purpose 
it deems necessary, including the testing of nuclear weapons. But if 
such tests cause injury to life, health or property of subjects of 
other sovereign States, the general rules of international law apply. 
Therefore, if damage is suffered, the act which has caused such injury 
constitutes an illegal interference with the sphere of exclusive 
jurisdiction of the States concerned". ( ENDG/pV.95, p.6o ) 
I am glad, therefore, that the Government of the Republic of Algeria h^s recalled its 
Ambassador to Paris for consultation and has, in an official statement, expressed the 
view that the French tests in the Sahara create a very grave situation. 

It is self-evident that there are still some nations which have not purged 
themselves of the concept of Africa which they knew before the Berlin Conference of 
1885. It should be clear to all nations by now that the Africa of the 1960s is no 
longer a terra nullius capable of being, acquired by any State and used for all sorts 
of dangerous experiments | and, since international law does not recognize servitudes, 
the question of praodium serviens should not arise over the Sahara territory. I am 
sure that, despite- the entente between France and West Germany, President de Gaulle 
would not make much headway if he tried to claim an easement over Chancellor Adenauer's 

vineyard. 

In any event, what does any State derive from nuclear explosions, apart from 
developing weapons of mass destruction? Is it not xDusory to think of nuclear weapons 
as effective weapons of war when the use of such .weapons in any war means that there 
will be no victor and no vanquished? Why? Because the belligerents, will all perish. 
There is therefore no logic in contiK .ling with nuclear explosions. 

As has already been rightly observed by our .friend the representative of 
the United Arab Republic (ENDC/PV.99, p. 17), the description of our efforts as 
"an exercise in futility" will be difficult to refute unless the nuclear Powers 
are willing to view their own.- interests in the larger context of the interests 
of international society as a whole. This is the essence of the compromise 
which is needed to get us out of a nasty quagmire. Because we face the 
common perils of atomic war, let us regard ourselves as members of the same 
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biological species — man — whose continued existence is in doubt* Certainly no 
nuclear Power could consciously desire the extinction of man^s remarkable history 
and heritage • We, the small nations, have in our hands a unique- part to play in 
this Conference • We must not choose the path of universal death because the 
East and the 'West cannot forget their prestige quarrels » We remain undaunted in 
our efforts to break the deadlock, realizing that neither the 2ast nor the West can 
tmily claim to further its best national interests through the irresponsible race 
for nuclear armaments. 

I would therefore conclude my remarks this morning by quoting what I said on 
15 Februarys 

"My delegation has at all times maintained that it . is pointless talking 
about disarmament unless an effective stop is put to the perfection of 
these diabolical weapons of mass annihilation and naked aggression against 
humanity." ( EM)G/W, 98. p,3l ) 
Let us get on with the job with a genuine and sinceie desire to reach agreement. 
It is not impossible. It is still negotiable. Victors'^ is our goal, compromise 
makes it possible. 

Mr. STELLS (United States of America): At the beginning of the remarks 
made by the representative of Bulgaria I found myself somewhat at a loss to know what 
item he was discussing* That confusion on my part went on for some time. He -had 
much to say about a NATO multilateral force and a good deal to say about continuation 
of underground nuclear v/eapon tests. But towards the end of his remarks he did 
have something to say about the item with which we agreed we should begin our 
discussions this morning — a nuclear weapon test ban treaty. 

In those remarks on the subject of our discussion I found something which, while 
perhaps it was not helpful, might be taken as a little hopeful. He had some unkind 
words to say ( supra, p,12) about a formula which was given for illustrative purposes 
here by the representative of Canada, and which, as I understand it, had the main 
purpose of demonstrating the direct bearing that modalities would have on numbers 
of inspections. But before that Mr. Tarabanov had something to say ( supra , p.lO) 
about what the United States delegation had described as its ideas on the composition 
of an inspection team. 
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What he had to say was, I thought, not particularly helpfulo First, he said 
that there was no point in discussing that question, because the Soviet Union said 
that inspections were not necessary anyway, so v/hy talk about the composition of an 
inspection team? He then went on with an implied criticism of the United States 
position on the ground that previously we had taken up positions which were somewhat 
different He said that we' had appeared to ignore that facte We did not ignore 
that fact* I believe that, if the records .of what v/as said by my delegation on 
that occasion are checked, it will be found that we did say we thought it was useful 
to give greater weight to the reciprocal elements of inspection, now that v/e were 
talking about a different kind of system and about numbers of inspections which could 
be expressed in one digit (ENDC/FV.108> pp»5,6). 

However, v/hat I found perhaps slightly hopeful in the rem.arks of the representativ 
of Bulgaria was that at least one of the colleagues of the representative of the 
Soviet Union has now, in an indirect way. entered into a discussion of the positions 
on modalities or arrangements which the Un5_ted States has put forwards The Soviet 
delegation has strenuously abstained from any such discussion^ but despite .the f apt 
that the Bulgarian representative s statement had nothing good to say about the 
position that the United States has taken on that one particular matter, at least he 
entered into a certain amount of discussion of that particular elem^ent of the United 
States position, in giving reasons why it should not be discussed, I hesitate to 
say too much, because certainly it is not my purpose to discourage that kind of a 
"discussion by not discussing" on the part of our Sastern-bloc colleagues | but perhaps 
if they would express their views, even if they were critical, it might help us to go 
forward and we might perhaps draw some inklings of ideas from the things we say that 
they do not discuss critically o Therefore, in a way I found certain of the remarks 
made by the representative of Bulgaria this morning, as I have said, not helpful but 
hopeful o 

I listened with great interest to the statement made by the representative of 
Nigeria. There was no question at all concerning what item he was talking about 5- 
he v/as talking about a test-ban treatyc He had m.uch to say about it^ I thought his 
remarks vrere constructive, careful and erudite, and my delegation will want to study 
them in the record* I was particularly struck by one simple sta-uooient made by MrJ^u 
when he said (sum;;a, p, 15) that, after all, the parties to a treaty should know what 
it was all about. It seems to me that that is an, emim statement; 
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It reminded me of x^hat our Secretary of State had to say about the question of on-site 
inspections when he said, "When we talk about numbers of inspections, we want to know 
the number of what. In order to talk about numbers we should know what we are 
talking about « " 

At the meeting of this Conference on 13 March the United States delegation put 
forward a broad outline of its views on the arrangements which should govern the 
conduct of an on--site inspection (ENDC/FV,108, pp»7,8). In, addition, we made clear 
some of our views with regard to the use and the functioning of automatic seismic- 
stations . The Soviet representative replied to our statement at that meeting in a 
manner that was both unhelpful and not hopeful ♦ He charged once again that the 
United States wished only to discuss v/hat he termed technical issues. He indicated 
that the Soviet delegation believed that the United States only wished to discuss the 
so-called technical issues to torpedo these negotiations. My delegation vigorously 
rejects that contention. Only a delegation which desired- to avoid agreement v/ould 
avoid discussing the major issues. We earnestly hope that, that is not the" intention 
of the Soviet representative • 

In order to reassure the Soviet representative, my delegation has not aeked for, 
nor will it press for, the discussion of technical details as the next item of 
business for this Conference, What we wish to do is to discuss the major outstanding 
issues — I repeat, the major outstanding issues. Far from torpedoing the work of 
the Conference, our- efforts are designed to forv/ard its work. I must say that to 
us those efforts appear to have the support of most of the members of this Committee. 

'We have reached agreement in principle on on-site inspection, or at least my 
delegation had believed v/e had reached agreement in principle until 13 March, At 
that meeting the Soviet representative said: 

"We do not object to discussing the method of carrying out inspection after 

we have an agreem.ent on inspection and, consequently, when we know that 

inspections will be carried out. But at present we have no agreement on 

inspection at all .,, since we have no agreement, we fail to understand 

why we should discuss the methods of carrying out inspection," ( ENDC/FV>108,p,33 ) 
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It seems to me that the Soviet representative may have hit on a point wh^re a 
■genuine misunderstanding exists j or perhaps we misunderstood his words, or perhapg: 
his ..words might have been chosen more carefully* My delegation believes that there 
is now agreement in principle that there will be on-site inspections « We do not 
question that' pointy Acceptance of the principle of on-site Inspection is a central 
part, of the letters exchanged between Chairman Khrushchev and President Kennedy 
(ENDC/73,74)» If 'the Soviet. representative really does. not believe that we have 
agreed that there- will be on-site Inspections, I hope he will clarify that for us at- 
once. 

But let us assume that, as we are sure is the case, we have agreement that 
there will be on-site inspectlonSo There remains now a procedural dispute about 
how we should negotiate on the application of that principle of on-site Inspection 
and upon the other essential arrangements of the verification system. We firmly 
believe that the application of the principle of. on-site inspection Involves a 'number 
of factors. These 'factors can be conveniently broken down under two main headings $• 
•the number of on-site inspections, and the arrangements fcr the conduct of on-site., 
inspection — what we have been calling the modalities. 

The- Soviet representative has said that the only; subjects, which can be discussed . 
are the niimbers of on-site inspections and the numbers of automatic seismic stations, 
and' that the only numbers which can be agreed are the ^numbers proposed by the. Soviet 
Union, We have said that we believe there are other major issues which also must 
be resolved, any one of whioh impinges upon the arrangements reached in regard to 
the others^, We are' perfectly willing to discuss all — : I repeat, all — major, 
issues so long, as we are not "told that we must first concentrate on any one > of • those 
Issues without hearing the views of the other side with respect to the rest ...of themt 
"We are not taking the position that all other issues except: the number of on-site 
•inspections must be settled before the quota number .can be agreedo .Quite to, the 
contrary, we are only asking now that each side state at le.ast the outline pf • a 
complete position so that we know where each of us stands with regard -to the. major 
issues, 

rn-..order ■•to- make this Conference completely clear about where my delegation 
stands, I propose today to discuss in somewhat more detail than I did at our one 
hundred and eighth meeting various aspects of some of the major Issues of on-site 
inspection. What I say today is in further clarification of my delegation's position. 
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We believe that our olarifications this- morning will assist the work of the Conference, 
But let me stress to the Conference at- this point that we do not propose that a 
discussion of major issues should of necessity take up and agree upon every point of 
detail*. The broad issues could readily be settled in tentative general agreement, 
with points such as we intend" to present here -today to be agreed in later treaty 
drafting sessions « These points are offered merely by way of informing the 
delegations further "about the position of the United States. 

A.S I pointed out on 13 March, the arrangements which my delegation set forth at . 
that meeting relate solely to inspection on the territories of the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States (SNDC/FV.IOS, p»6). We believe generally that 
there should be an agreed sequence and orderly procedure for the carrying out of 
. on--site. inspection^ Only in that v;ay will all States have assurance that the 
complete inspection process will take, place in an orderly manner, thereby maximizing 
both the deterrent and the confidence-building effect of each on-site inspection* 

The process will be based on the . cclleetlon of .seismic ^ data* National seismic 
stations around the world will' detect evehts-"on the territory of the three' nuclear 
Powers now negotiating here* Those- data will be. analysed and. discussed by officials 
in the national, seismic systems* They will also be transmitted- from the stations 
in the national seismic networks, which will be listed in the treaty/ to' the 
international commission and to the other nuclear side* If, for example, an event 
were detected in a well-known aseismic — I repeat, aseismic — area of one of the 
nuclear States, the other side might v/ell wish to: designate that event as subject to 
on-site inspection^ 

In our opinion, a State should have sixty days from the time a seismic event 
took place to designate that event as subject to on-site inspection* Under the 
designation process the other nuclear side would send a statement to the commission 
and, through it> to the country In" which the event occurred* The statement would 
indicate the location of the event and ^ the time of its occurrence. It would forward 
the data from at least four seismic stations by v/hich the event was located. Those 
data would have to meet certain location criteria listed in the treaty. In addition, 
the statement would have to indicate that the event could not be identified as an 
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earthquake from data available to the designating State* The criteria against 
vhich the-. designating State would test its data to determine whether the event was 
an earthquake would also be listed in the treaty. 

We believe location criteria along the lines contained in article VIII of the 
draft comprehensive test ban treaty of '27 August 1962 (EITOC/58) would be adequate. 
Those criteria provide that an event should be considered located when seismic signals 
whose frequencies, amplitudes, durations and velocities are consistent with those of 
waves from earthquakes or explosions are recorded at a sufficient number of stations 
to establish the approximate time and position of the event. We have agreed with 
the Soviet Union in the past that location requires records from at least four stations 
•The records from those four stations must show clearly-measurable arrival times of 
identifiable phases which are mutually consistent to within plus or minus three 
seconds. In additon, we have agreed" -with the Soviet Union in the past that the four 
mutually-consistent arrival times must include P-wave arrival times at three different 
detection st at iohSe P-waves are those which pass through the area below the crust 
of the earth. We wfehto know now whether the Soviet Union still agrees with those 
criteria or whether it has other criteria to propose. 

In addition, in our view the designating country must declare, on the basis of 
the criteria, that the event • designated is not . identified as an earthquake. The 
following criteria would, as we have agreed in the past with the Soviet Union, 
identify ^an event as an earthquake,^ 

First: if the depth of focus <)t the event is established as below 60 kilometres. 
That means- that the origin of the event would be located more than 60 kilometres 
deep within the earth. 

Seconds if the event is located under the deep ocean and is not recorded on 
hydro-acoustical apparatus. 

Thirds if the event is clearly established as the fore-shock or after-shock of 
an earthquake of at least magnitude six which has been clearly identified as an 
earthquake by one- of the previous criteria. Also, a fore-shock should occur as 
part of a sequence of earthquakes less than forty-eight hours before the main shock, 
and an after-shcok as part of a sequence less than a week following the main shock, 
with the epicentre of the fore-shock or after-shock located within a given agreed 
distance of the main shock.. We should now also like to know if the Soviet Union 
still agrees to the use of that criterion. 
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The State .on. .whose teri-itory the event took place should, in our opinion, have 
a week to provide all supplementary information vrhich it had and which- it might wish 
to make available concerning ;the event. Such data v/culd be given to the commission 
and, through it/ to the designating State, It might include data not previously 
available from national seismic systems, as well as any other information which would 
bear on the nature of the event. 

During that one-week period we believe the designating State should also have 
the opportunity to exemine the data collected by the sealed recording instiniments 
in the automatic seismic stations in the host country territory. Such visits to 
retrieve data should, of course, as we have said previously, be made only eight 
times each year* The retrieval should be accomplished by personnel from the 
designating side and from the international comm.ission* The data collected might 
well indicate that the event in question was not one which should be inspected^ 
We believe that the designating State should then be given an additional week to 
digest and analyse the information which might be provided. both from the automatic 
seismic stations and from the State on whose territory the event had taken place. 
If before the lapse of that one-week period the designating State wished to select 
the event for on-site inspection, it would have to submit a further statement. If 
the period passed without a selection for inspection, the event would no longer be 
eligible for inspection. 

A. State selecting an event for on-site inspection would, in our view, have to 
provide in its further statement information on the location and boundaries .of the 
area selected for inspection. The area would, of course, have to conform to agreed 
treaty criteria. We have proposed that an inspection area should surround the 
epicentre and should contain no more, than 500 square kilometres. In : addition, 
v^e have stated that the area should be elliptical in shape and that the semi-major 
axis should be no more than fifteen kilometres in length. In somewhat clearer 
English, that means that the.P^axlmum permitted longest dimension of the ellipse should 
be thirty kilometres. 

In addition, the statement selecting an event for inspection should include 
information on the proposed time and. place of arrival of the inspection team at 
the borders of the receiving .State, The receiving State would then have a period 
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of five days. to. indicate the arrangements it vjould make for the reception. lof the 
Inspection team and for the transport of the team to the inspection area. It is 
at that point that the receiving State vjould also be permitted to file a report 
indicating the- presence of a sensitive defence installation in the inspection area. 
The- designating State would then have to exercise its option of either continuing 
the inspection, \^ith the exclusion of the sensitive defence installation, or of 
cancelling the inspection and preserving the quota number for future use. 

We hope that this statement ye have made i^jill further clarify the position of 
the United States on some of the major issues. We continue to urge the Soviet 
delegation to provide us \^ith its comments on any or all of these important 
questions, .so that we may promptly proceed to meaningful and successful negotiations 
on a test ban treaty, 

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Ruissian ) t Today I' should like to reply briefly to the representative of the 
United States, and at the same time to the representative of Nigeria, with regard 
to one point. The representative of Nigeria said today that it was logical that 
the parties to any treaty should- know what the treaty is all about 5 and the 
representative of" the United States also said today that the United States wanted 
to know how on-site inspections would be carried out before concluding an agreement. 
But first of all I must say that, in the case of the representative of Nigeria, 
there is apparently a misunderstanding, since the Soviet delegation has never 
proposed that we first sign an agreement and only afterwards explain to the United 
States what we mean by inspection. That is not how the matter stands. 

There is also a •misunderstanding in the case of the United States when it says 
that it wants to know all about the treaty, how inspection would be carried out, 
what would be the area, what should be the criteria, what would be the depth of 
focus of an earthquake, the question- of magnitude, and, as lyfro Stelle mentioned 
today, questions of fore^-shocks, after-shocks and so on. All these details will, 
be discussed, if necessary, before the United States and the Soviet Union put 
their signatures to an agreement « In this connexion the United States 
representative is trying to force an open door. 
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But Twe; must hav-e a clear idea of where the United States approach, vjould 
lead and where v the Soviet Union approach would leado The United States approach 
would lead us into a maze of sterile technical discussions, on which the side 
not desiring an agreement would wreck the negotiations 3 and the blaine would 
be ascribed to technical differences rather. than to the political line of 
that Power. If, however, we agree, as the Soviet Union proposes, first on the 
number of inspections and on the number of automatic seismic stations, and 
immediately thereafter set about agreeing on all the technical details, such 
an -approach would lead to an agreement. The. difference is perfectly clear. 

We are faced with two prospects • If we follow the course proposed by 
the United States, wg shall inevitably land in a'morass of endless technical 
discussions and the United States will be blameless in the eyes of the 
worlds In the eyes of the world the situation will appear like this 
"We failed to agree on fore--shocks and after-shocksj we-failed to agree on 
how to determine the depth of focus of an earthquake or seismic event 5 we 
failed to agree on criteria^; and we failed to agree on the perimeter of the 
£irea to be inspected, its diameter, its form, whether it should be oval^ 
round or square, and so ono'^ 

If we really desire to have an agreement, then we must agree on a quota 
of two to three inspections a year. That is the figure which the. United States 
named to. us as being acceptable to it for. an agreement. We accepted it, and 
now the United States cannot reject it unless it wishes to wreck an agreement. 
Of course it is free to do so, but we will not go further to any other figure. 
An. agreement is within our reach. Two to three inspections are a good. number, 
and this is the key to an agreement. Any attempt to. wring from the Soviet Union 
further oppoortunities for intelligence purposes is doomed to failure. 

The situation before us is perfectly clear ^ either we come to an agreement 
on the basis of the compromise, suggested by the Soviet Union, or the 
negotiations will break down5 they will bo engulfed in a morass of unending^ 
sterile technical discussions, and then, of course, it will be easy for the 
United States to avoid the responsibility for their failure. And then none of 
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you ^^/ill understand i^ho ^^Jas responsible* Then everything v^ill be entangled in 
an enormous skein of technical details, and not only of technical details-^ 
there may also be financial, administrative, organisational and other details — 
no one will understand anything. It will be quite impossible to make out who 
was responsible and why there is no agreement « But at present the situation 
is perfectly clear? we propose reaching agreement on two to three inspections 
a year and three automatic seismic stations. Does the United States accept 
this compromise proposal? If it does not accept, then it is to blame for the 
fact that there is no agi^eement^ 

I wish to add just this<, I stress once again, and draw the attention of 
the representative of Nigeria, and of all the other members of the Committee, 
to the fact that the United States is dissembling when it says that it does 
not want to come to an agreement without knowing what is meant by inspection. 
This is not true. It will know, and wo -shall all know what is meant by 
inspection* If the representative of the United States, Mr* Stelle, will tell 
us that it accepts two to three inspections and three automatic seismic stations, 
we shall begin the negotiations on technical details straight away at today's 
meeting* 

Mr^ STELLE (United States of America) t ¥c have heard again the 
completely inaccurate statement from- the representative of the Soviet Union that 
the figure of two to three on-site inspections was a figure named as acceptable 
by the United States* We have demonstrated the facts, but the facts seem to have 
no influence on the Soviet delegation5 it continues to repeat a statement which 
is completely inaccurate*. I must repeat again for the record that the figure of 
two to three on-site inspections has never boon and is not acceptable to the 
United States <> The Soviet represontativo said very clearly today that he wanted 
to discuss only numbers of on-site inspections and nufiibors of automatic seismic 
stations, and he went on to say that the Soviet Union would not go further to any 
other figure than two to three on-site inspections • That is a figTire which the 
Soviet Union has known and knows is unacceptable to the United States*. This 
"take -it -or -leave -it" approach is not negotiationo I submit that if it is 
persisted in and negotiations fail, there will be crystal clarity as to which side 
is responsible for that failure o 
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We hope and we sincerely bolievo that there will not be a failure in these 
important, in these vital, negotiations r^ and to move the negotiations fongard the 
Soviet delegation must admit that what an inspection is, what, events, are eligible, 
who should form the inspection team, whore thoy; may look — that all these things 
have a direct bearing on the question of Xv?hat number of on-site inspections will 
provide/the deterrent and confidence -building effects that wo believe, and that we 
think most delegations agree, are necessary for a sound nuclear tcvst ban treaty o 

The Soviet representative has talked of what discussion of. the main outlines 
of the modalities of on-site .inspection would do to our negotiations, and he has 
said repeatedly that it would mean our being engiilfed in a morass of detail o He 
mentioned just now such admittedly. technical things as fore-shocks, after-shocks 
and .depths pf epicentres o But we. do not need to go into technical detail to- find 
out what the Soviet-.position is on thos.e questions o All. we need from the Soviet 
representative is a simple statement W;hethcr the position. of his delegation has 
changed since we last agreed upon those technical details o One word would, dispose 
of that part of the modalities for on-^site inspection. The Soviet delegation 
would only have to say it continued to agree to what it had agreed to before <► And 
if the Soviet delegation has major objections to other elements of the modalities 
which we have proposed, let.it say so 5 but let it not hide behind the inaccurate 
assertion that this would lead the Conference into a morass of detail o 

There have been many technical discussions <, Here the case that the Soviet 
representative frequently noakes': that this is a political rather than a technical 
question, is all too true* All that is needed is the political will of the Soviet 
Union to indicate in broad terms what it conceives to bo the general arrangements 
for on-site inspection, for us to be able to go forward with our negotiations 
towards the successful end to which we all — and I repeat, and sincerely believe, 
we all — aspire • 

Mr c- MBU (Nigeria) ^ I think I ought to exercise my right of reply in order 
to explain the remarks I made this' morning <, I will road the record I have, and I 
.am quite sure the interpreters did justice to what I saido Speaking about the 
present controversy over numbers and modalities, I said: 
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'•it is inconcdlvable that the controvorsy which has arisen over the 
riumbers and modalities of on-site inspection might yet rob us of a 
test-ban treaty dxiring this current session." ( supra, p» 1$) 

I went on to says 

"It is inconceivable ... because lay delegation regards the remaining 
differences as infinitesimal." ( ibid. ) 

Then I added; 

"The more one tries to appreciate the logic of the present controversy, 
the more one finds oneself confounded. The comparison ,.. concerning 
which came first, the chicken or the egg, may bo apposite to the 
controversy over the numbers and modalities of on-site inspection." (ibid.) 

Then, after telling a little story about the Red Queen, i. added; 

"It is, of course, logical that the parties to any treaty should 
know what the treaty is all about." ( ibid. ) 
Now, no unbiased deduction from what I said could in any way infer or imply 

that I had it in the back of my mind that a discussion on technical matters should 

immediately ensue. I have always claimed that I am not competent to discuss such 

things. When we speak of logic, of course, most of those things might be germane; 

but perhaps this is not the best forum for the discussion of technical matters. I 

have never discussed that. 

Mr. TSARAPKIM (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
Russian ) ; I wish to reply onco again, but first I wish to thank the representative 
of Nigeria for the clarification he has just offered, and then to reply briefly 
to the representative of the United States. 

We are compelled to note with regret that the United States delegation is 
in fact continuing to sabotage the negotiations by continuing to ignore the 
compromise proposal on' the inspection quota, which is the key to an agreement, and 
on the number of automatic seismic stations. The United States representative 
has just told us that the quota of two to three inspections, although this number 
of inspections had been named by the United States itself as acceptable, is now 
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unacceptable to it^ If that is so, the question arises x>jhy \ie should enter into 
a discussion of technical details. If vje are not agreed on an inspection quota 
of ti^o to three a year, there is no agreement « And if there is no agreement, 
there is no need for technical discussions o In the absence of agreement on 
the basic issues — on a quota of tiAio to three inspections and on the number of 
automatic seismic stations., that is, thr-.?e on the territory of each of the nuclear 
Powers •— technical discussions -would have no ma-terial value 5 they x^ould be 
purely abstract disputes devoid of any ma-terial value c We are against abstract 
discussions c 

I. repeat once again that, if the United States intends to come to tin 
agreement, if it tells us that it agrees to the inspection quota of tvjo to 
three inspections a year, and that it agrees to the number of automatic seismic 
stations, vje vjill proceed immediately to a discussion of all the other questions 
which interest you, Mr^ Stelle, and -we v±13. come to an agreement on them alsoo 
Then the vay to agreement ^^Jill be openo But to enter into technical discussions 
i^ithout agreement on the main basic issues that divide us -- on the question of 
the inspection quota and on the question of the number of automatic seismic 
stations — would be, I rep>eat, a sterile, abstract and pointless discussion 
without any value for the possibilities of an agreement. On the contrary, it 
would only confuse the actual situation and create the false impression that 
something was being done and that negotiations on something were being carried 
on, when in fact we should be faced with a complete deadlock. 

Everything depends upon the position of the United States. Two to three 
inspections is a good basis for an agreement. We cannot, in the present state 
of the relations between the Western Powers and the Soviet Union, go any fiirthcr 
than we already have gone. We made an important political concession by 
agreeing at all to allowing international inspection on Soviet territory. And 
when we agreed to two to three inspections it was a basis for an agreement, a 
manifestation of the exceptional good will of the Soviet Union.* But the 
United States wishes to have greater opport.unities to penetrate into the 
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Soviet Union than t-wo to three times a year. No, scntlemen, do not place the 
interests of your intelligence agencies above the interests of humanity, above 
the interests of all those sitting at this table, Ibderate your appetites, and 
then an agreement will be reached. But with the present position of the 
United States an agreement is of course impossible, and everyone realizes 
this. 

Mr, GAVALIETTI (Italy) (translation from French) s I think that 
after this morning's statements by the United States and Soviet delegations, the 
situation is as follows. 

The United States delegation is prepared to discuss methods of inspection. At our 
meeting on 13 I^'larch (ENDC/PVaOS, pp.6 et_se^) and this morning it presented 
clear and concrete proposals. It has subraitted these to the Committee for 
examination and is prepared to discuss them. The United States delegation 
is also prepared to discuss the number of inspections in conjunction with the 
methods it has proposed. 

The Soviet delegation, on the other hand, does not wish to negotiate on 
any method of inspection. It continues to ignore the proposals which have been 
put forward on this subject. I'ihat is more, the Soviet delegation wishes neither 
to discuss, nor to negotiate upon the number of inspections. It is asking for one 
thing onlys the full acceptance of its figure of three inspections. In this 
connexion, I put the following question to the Soviet delegation at our previous 

meeting; 

",.. but' we are completely ignorant of the technical reasons for the 
Soviet position, and we do not know why this number three cannot be 
modified. Above all, we should like to know \ilxs- a number of inspections 
greater than three would be prejudicial and dangerous, for the Soviet Union, 
and- why it is considered unacceptable." (£NDG/ PV,1Q9» P>8 ) 

This question which I put to the Soviet delegation has so far reroained unanswered. 
In any case I would request the Soviet delegation not to speak here of 

a breakdown in our negotiations, especially now that we all know that, a 

contribution which will certainly be of groat value to this 
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Committee ^s work is soon to be made by the delegations of the eight non-aligned 
States. Doubtless this contribution will be directed towards ' a compromise agreement, 
I should not like the Soviet delegation to prevent this effort at conciliation by 
insisting now upon the figure of three inspections as an ultimatim... That would indeed 
be to sabotage the Committee ^s workc I cannot imagine that this will be done^ since 
we have all. heard many affirmations of good will from the Soviet delegation c ¥^^ 
delegation wishes to believe in the sincerity of these affirmations;, in spite of the 
methods of work upon which the Soviet delegation is insisting and which cannot fail 
to give rise to certain initial doubts and suspicions o 

Mr. STELLE (United States of ilmerica) ^ I asked for the floor before the 
clarifying remarks on the present situation were made by the representative of I'oaly^ 
and I believe that I have nothing to add to what he has just saido 

MTo 'TS/JUJ^KIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian ) % With regard to the technical questions touched upon by the representative 
of Italy in his' brief statement, I have already given exhaustive replies and do not 
intend to repeat themo 

His remark on the inspection quota leaves a rather strange impression^ because 
it shows that the Western delegations want to secure at all costs what they are afters 
an increased number of inspections 5 although we have already said that we have 
accepted the compromise proposal put forweird in unofficial conversations with the 
United States representative and that the Soviet Union does not intend to go any 
furthero This is a basis for an agreement, and if the United States does not want 
to agree on that basis, which it considered suitable and acceptable to it some time 
ago, then that, of course, is the responsibility of the United States. 

We do not thinJc that Mr. Cavalletti has any grounds for the hope that the 
non-aligned States will come to the aid of the United States and join forces with the 
Western Powers in their attempts to get the Soviet Union to increase the number of 
inspections* I do not think the situation will develop in the way the representative 
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of Italy imagines • I do not think that the United States will find among the ^ 
non-aligned States any allies x^/ho will pander to its desire to get a larger quota of 
inspections from the Soviet Union « 

Mr.o ST ELLS (United States of /jaerica) ^ As I said^ I had not meant to tal<:e 
the floor, but the .Soviet representative has again seen fit to repeat the inaccurate 
statement that the number of two to three on-^-site inspections was acceptable to the 
United States-. The record is clear. The 'number of two to three on^-site inspections 
has never -been, and is not, acceptable to the United StateSo We believe that a 
discussion of modalities — a wider agreement on the broad ar rang erne ntS\ for on-site 
inspection — might make agreement on numbers easier. But, as I have said, I 
believe that the record of that at our previous meetings is clear;] and my delegation 
is, for the moment, quite content to rest upon the recordo 

The CH/xIRM/iM (Ethiopia) t If there are no more speakers on the nuclear 
test ban issue, then, with the permission of the Comimittee and pursuant to its 
decision of la-st Friday (ENDC/FVo109^ Po43), I shall now proceed to call on those 
representatives who have notified us that they wish to speak on procedure o 

Mro BLUSZTAJN (Poland) ( translation from French )^ The week-end has been 
an aid to thought. I can assure you that I have added nothing to my statement, and 
in fact I have been able to shorten it« On behalf of the polish delegation, I 
should like to. malce a few remarks about our Conference's future wcrko 

First of all, I should like to state that the Polish delegation" shares the 
opinions of the two co-Chairmen, which reflect the unanimous view of our Committee: 
that is to say, that we should concentrate our main attention upon the problem of a 
nuclear test ban« The importance of this problem demands that we should spare no 
effort to reduce the differences which still exist between the positions of parties 
and to reach an agreement as soon as possible o We also note the recommendation of 
the co-chairmen to set aside the necessary time for the discussion of general and 
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complete disarmament^ beginning with points 5(b) and 5(c) of -document ENDC/52 
(ENDC/FVo108<, p. 34)0 We shall thus be putting into effect the resolution passed by 
the General Assembly of the United Nations on 20 December I96I setting up our 
Committee (A/RES/1722(XVI)) ^ and the resolution adopted at the General Assembly's 
last session (i\/RES/l767(X\/Il)) o 

This will also .enable us to re-examihe the problems of eliminating nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles in the light of nev; proposals submitted by the Soviet Union 
which envisage the retention by tl-^e Soviet Union and the United States until the 
end of the second stage ^ and exclusively upon their own territory ^ of an agreed and 
strictly limited number of inter-continental missiles and also of anti-missile 
missiles and ground^-to-air anti-aircraft missiles (ENDG/2/Rev.l^ Po5)o The 
discussion of this proposal <; which was received with interest by many countries p has 
not yet passed beyond the preliminary stage. The time has come to submit it to a 

careful examination <> 

♦ 

The Foii.sh .dolegation believes that v7o should now determine the order of 
discussion of pajrtial measures the implementation of which might contribute 
substantially to the reduction of international tension and might facilitate the 
accomplishment of our principal task^ the elaboration of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmcjnento 

I cannot shcj?e the opinion of the United States reprosentativoj, who suggested 
last Friday that we should adopt a scientific approach^ f oujided this time on pujrc 
mathematics^- to the solution of this problem (ENDC/pVol09, po41)o I find it 
difficult to believe that the United States delegation can seriously envisage the 
replacement of a decision based on the conscious appreciation of political factors 
by an automatism whose only merit would be its obedience to the rules of arithmetic o 

For our part *v/e believe that two criteria should be taken into consideration- 
realism and urgency In choosing our subjects we must therefore give priority to 
those which lend themselves to constructive discussion-, offer opportujiities for an 
agreement p and take into account the international situationo iJLl this leads us to 
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advocate a discussion of the problems relating to the danger of a nuclear conflict., 
and of all those measures whose implementation could reduce immediately and in a 
tangible manner the threat of a nuclear war. 

The Polish delegation therefore considers that the first problem to be included 
in our agenda for the discussion of partial measures should be the Declaration- on 
renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical means of 
delivery of nuclear v/eapons (ENDG/75)^ which \^as submitted by the Soviet delegation o 
At the same time v/e could undertake discussion of the proposa.'^.s presented by the 
United States delegation on reduction of the risk of war, (ENDG/70) o Next we should 
ex^Mne the draft submitted by the Soviet delegation relating to the conclusion of a. 
non-aggression pact, between the signatories of the' Warsaw Treaty and the members of 
Nixl:0 (EI\IDC/77) c Lastly^ it is time to initiate a serious discussion en the creation 
of denuclearized zones o 

We note that the United States delegation has -agreed to discuss the draft 
declaration submitted by the Soviet Union o To my mind this represents an implicit 
recognition of the importance of the crrboria which we have submitted o In comi"aon 
with other delegations^ we consider that the elimination of strategic nuclear bases 
stationed on foreign territory could contribute to reducing the risk of war through 
accident^ and to increasing confidence in international relations and the security of 
all States o The implementation of the Soviet proposal couJLd also serve as a 
proving ground which would provide us with elements for the solution of the different 
problems that arise in relation to general and complete disarmament and the 
elimination of bases on foreign territory « 

The Folii.*.h delegation considers that the urgent discussion of the draft 
non-aggression pact between the States signatories of the Warsaw Treaty and the NuJiO 
States is justified by the present international situationo Those two military 
blocs represent a concentration of war potential previously unknown to humanity o 
An armed conflict: between them might easily degenerate into a world^-wide nucleaj? \jar. 
It .is unaeniablc, that the conclu^iori of a,-non^-aggression pact whereby the States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the. States parties .to., the North .Atlantic 'Treaty .v/o'^^-ld 
solemnly undertake to refrain from any aggression^ from any threat of force and fr.-:.m 
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all use of force p end also to resolve exclusively by peaceful means all disputes which 
might ajrise betv/een them^ would considerably strengthen the peace of Europe and of 
the whole worlds 

The picture of the international situation painted by the Soviet representative 
during last Friday ^ S; meeting (EITOC/pVol09^ pp<.24> et seq ) emphasizes still more the 
importance and the. urgency of concluding such a treaty o Poland has a particular 
interest in the signature of a non-aggression pact between the signatories of the 
Warsaw Treaty and the NiJ?0 countries * This is not because we believe that such an 
instrument can solve all the proble.ms which at present divide the two blocs o A 
non-aggression pact x^ill not solve automatically the problem of liquidating txhe 
consequences of the Second World War, It will not solve automatically the problem 
of the recognition of the frontiers which v/ere set up at the end of the last v/r^o' 
Such an instrument will not replace the peace treaty still to be concluded with 
Germany^ nor will it replace a solution of the problem of West Berlino Lastly ^ a 
non-aggression pact will not reduce the dangers to world peace constituted by the 
strategic plans of the Western Powers and the atomic armament of the Bundeswehr . 

However^ we axe sure that the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the 
two blocs could initiate a movement towards the solution of the difficult problems 
which are in abeyajicoo This is an instrument which can. strengthen considerably the 
position of those circles in the West who declare themselves in favour of peaceful 
co-existence and the solution of international differences by negotiation o I think 
that all this suffices to justify the discussion of the draft submitted by the. Soviet 
delegation (ENDC/77) o 

The signature of such a ncn-^aggression pact would also react favourably upon 
our Conference's work by offering mutual guarantees of security to all countries^ 
a matter of great importance in the period preceding the iraplementaticn of general 
and complete disarmajnento This treaty can be concluded immediately o It does not 
require any long preparations^ it does not imply the setting up of any nev; 
international machinery^ and it does not prejudice the rights and obligations which 
the parties have incurred as a result of their international commitments o Moveover , 
the idea of concluding a non-~aggression pact between the signa.tories of the Vlarsaw 
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Treaty, and the N/iTO States is no new oneo It has its adherents ?jiiongst the members 
of our CommitteOo It has the support of the United Kingdom Government o It has been 
supported by certain non-aligned countries in our Comrnittce^ .including Ethiopia and 
Nigeria. The statement made last Friday by the Soviet representative 
(ENDC/Rc109^ PPc24 et seq ) relieves me of the need to refute all those arguments 
which have been put forward in our Committee against the discussion of the Soviet 
draft o 

However^ I should like to make two remarks on this subject o It seems to me 
that one cannot affirm that a non--aggressicn pact does not constitute a disarmament 
measure without coming into conflict with the United States contention that a 
discussion should be undertaken. on the reduction of the risk of war^ which would also 
not imply any concrete step towards disarmaments 

It seems to me too that the argument that the conclusion of a non»-aggression 
pact would be superfluous in view of the existence of the United Nations Charter 
cannot be regarded as valid. International practice provides many exajr.pl.es of 
States renewing in their mutual relations commitments which are implied by the 
general principles of international law^ in order to emphasize the particular 
importance which they attach to those principles and to show their wish to respect 
themo If one were to accept the arguiaents of the Western delegations on this subject^ 
one would no longer be free to conclude any treaty of friendship or mutual assistance 
confirming the right of self-defence sanctioned by the United Nations Charter 
(/irticle 51) o It would also be impossible to retain certain parts of the United 
States draft treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/30)^ which also repeats 
a series of general principles contained in the United Nations Charter o 

The Polish delegation considers that the Committee should also decide to place 
on its agenda the discussion of the problem of creating denuclearized zones, ¥c 
have already had occasion to draw the Committee's attention to the importance of 
this problemo I should like once more to indicate three arguments which in our 
opinion show the necessity and the urgency of such a discussiono First, the idea 
of denuclearized zones is almost universally supported. Secondly <, the creation of 
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denuclearized zones is an efficient method of avoiding the spread of nuclear weapons o 
Third]^^ the creation of such zones in certain predetermined regions can go far to 
reduce the danger of a nuclear conflict <> 

The Polish delegation wishes to emphasize the importance it attaches to the 
creation of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe. A proposal to that effect wr.s 
submitted to the Committee by our delegation on 28 March last year (ENDC/C.l/l) » 
We hope that this proposal will soon be carefully examined by our Conference. 

Mr. C/J/iJjLETTI (Italy) ( translation from French ):; I believe that^ in order 
to examine the problem of the agenda of the Committee of the VJhole objectively ;, 
reference to its history will" be useful. The Committee of the Whole is not a new 
creation^ but has already been in action and has had an agenda, on which considerable 
efforts had been expended. At the very beginning of our Conference we ran into 
trouble^ because lists of questions were put forward both on the Western and on the 
Eastern side (ENDC/C.l/2) ^ and we were unable to agree upon the discussion of all 
these questions in the- Committee of the Whole. At that time^ since an escape had 
to be sought from the deadlock, attempts were made to find a compromise' formula on 
the basis of one question from the Western list and one from the Eastern list. It 
was thought that a balanced system could thus be established which would prejudice 
nobody . 

It was then that the Western delegations made their first concession to the 
Eastern delegations by agreeing that the first collateral measure to be discussed 
should be the Soviet proposal: concerning steps to be taJcen for the prohibition of 
war propaganda (ENDC/Col/3) o The Committee knows how t-he examination of this 
question ended. ixfter efforts which lasted^ I think, almost a month, we reached 
agreement on a text (ENDC/C.l/20) , and three days later this text was rejected by 
the Soviet delegation (ENDC/C.I/2I5 ENDC/FV.44). 

iLfter this unhappy episode v;e should, in the ordinary course of events, 
have passed on to examine a Western proposal. However, at that time, in spite 
of the efforts made both by my delegation and by others, notably by the 
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delegation of the United Arab Republic^ to give fresh impetus to the activities 
of the Committee of the l/hole^, the Soviet delegation slowed down and effectively- 
blocked the work of the Committee of the Whole for several weeks, in fact I think 
for several months* Finally the Soviet delegation, realizing the necessity of 
resuming the meetings of the Committee of the Ivhole, consented to discuss in 
parallel and alternately one measure proposed by the West and one proposed by the 
East — the risk of war by accident (EMDC/70), and the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons (ENBC/C.l/l9) • In accepting this the Western delegations made another 
concession, for, after the examination of meastires to be taken for the prohibition 
of war propaganda, they had a right in their tiirn to insist upon the discussion of 
one of the measures that they had proposed, whereas in fact we agreed to associate 
a Soviet proposal with the discussion of one of our proposals • 

The discussion on the risk of war and on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons v;as begun in the Committee of the IJhole (ENDC/C.l/PV.9)^9 but we could not 
pursue it to a conclusion, because the Committee went into recess in September. 
l-Jhat is the situation now? It seems to me that the Soviet delegation wishes to 
go back on the agreement we concluded previously concerning the alternate 
discussion of measures to reduce the risk of war and to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons, and is asking for the discussion as a matter of priority of two fresh 
proposals which it has presented; the declaration on the renunciation of the use 
of foreign territories for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons (ENDC/75), which is well known to the Committee, and the draft non-aggression 
pact (ENDC/77)o On the other hand, the Soviet aelegation is prepared to accept 
the examination of one Western proposal only, that concerning the risk of war* 

According to the statement we have just heard, the Polish delegation now 
wishes to add a fourth measure proposed by the delegations of the socialist countries, 
the proposal concerning denuclearized zones (ENE'C/C.l/l) • Thus, according to the 
aocialist delegations, the agenda should include three questions proposed by the 
Eastern delegations and one question proposed by the Western delegations- I must 
say that this method of procedure does not seem to me to be in conformity with an 
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equitable spirit of. co-operationo It seems rather to indicate a desire on the part 
of the Socialist delegations to impose their views and their agenda upon the Committee 
of the i.-hole^ The V/estern delegations have shown. that they were prepared to, renounce 
their wishes in order to avoid a long debate on procedure in plenary session, since 
such a debate would certainly not have been understood by. world opinion. The 
peoples expect from us concrete acts, not sterile discussions on methods of work. 

However, it seems to me that the Western delegations cannot always and in all 
cases give, way to the Sovi^-t delegation's demands, some of which seem, I must say,, 
to be inspired more by propaganda considerations than by any serious intention to 
conclude an agreement. .In my view we -should miainly be guided in our choice of 
questions for the agenda of the Committee of the Whole by the .real possibilities 
and by the genuine chances V7hich exist or do not exist of concluding an agreement 
on the problem in hand 5 for what world opinion chiefly expects of this Committee 
of the Whole is that it should bring the world immediate relief from fear and 
anxiety o The hopes of the world, would, be disappointed if the Committee of the 
I'.^ole were to plunge into long and futile discussions on subjects concerning which, 
as we already know, agreement is extremely difficult to obtain. 

Therefore to. my mind ^;e should first of al choose relatively easy and concrete 
measures v/hich present a good and encouraging prospect for agreement. It seems to 
me that, amongst, all the collateral measures which have been put forward on all 
sides, those concerning the risk of war by miscalculation best correspond with this 
aim. Indeed, on this subject the- Western proposals (ENDC/70), at least in part, 
find a correspondence and a parallel in somewhat similar proposals from the Soviet 
side I'/hich have been formulated i-dthin the framework of the Treaty of General and 
Complete Disarmament (ENDC/2)« We should therefore have before us a relatively 
simple tasks comparison pf the texts proposed by the Unj.ted States delegation and 
by the Soviet delegation, and in due course their integration into a common text. 

On the other hand, I cannot say that the measures proposed by the Soviet 
delegation seem to me at the moment to offer any prospect of the rapid signature 
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of an agreement* The Soviet delegation knows the situation very well, and one may 
well think that, if it insists on a discussion of this proposal, the reason is that 
it thln^ks — to my ndnd wrongly — that it can obtain a propaganda advantage, not 
that it hopes to achieve a concrete result. This, for example, applies to the 
declaration on co-called foreign bases (PNDC/75)» I^ delegation has already 
expressed its views on this proposal, and has already stated that it cannot accept 
ito The discussion of this proposal would not advance our negotiations. It would 
involve us in wearisome repetitions! since, as is well known, this proposal is 
completely contrary to the fundamental principles of disarmament, and particularly 
to tlio principle of equilibrium. 

On the draft non-aggression pact (Sroc/T?) my delegation has also expressed its 
opinion a In principle we are always in favour of any declaration v/hich affirms 
that there are no aggressive intentions on either side. Our intentions and our 
desire for peace have been several times reaffirmed by my delegation here and by 
j:^y Government in Rome ^ 

Since Mr. Tsarapkin has been so kind as to quote ny statement (EKDC/PVtl09,p' 
concerning the non-aggression pact (3rOC/P7.lCl,p:D,7-^) ,. he will no doubt permit me to 
repeat that, if the Soviet Union were really convinced that the West was harbouring 
aggressive intentions, it would not be able to rely simply on the signature of a mm 
non-aggression pact. Indeed.., this signature coiild only be a fresh and still more 
malicious deception, an act of bad faith on our part designed to lull our eneny into 
a false sense of security and so make an aggressive act easier. The non-aggressive, 
defensive and pacific character of the Western alliance has been alrea^ demonstrated 
by the facts of history since this alliance . came into existence, that is to say 
d^orj.ng the last fifteen years. For fifteen years, even at times when the military 
supcrlG:rlty of the Western alliance was absolute, it has aimed only at peace — at 
thao pc:;c9 uhic:.?. Lt iii-^entlj viedires for the well-being of its peoples and of all 
the peoples of the world. 

However, we are not: here to make declarations or to repeat commitments which 
we have already solemnly undertaken upon our entry into the United Nations. We are 
here to conclude concrete agreements which will serve as a fresh proof of our desire 
for peace. Solemn declarations- of friendship will be the final and crowning restxlt 
of these agreements^ 
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We are involved hare ±n procedural discuasions, and I do not wish to enter into 
the ■ substance of any ^of the problems. at issue. I believe that we must- restrict 
the debate on procedure as far as possible because p as I have just said, v/orld 
opinion, which is anxious to see our labours end in agreements, would not understand 
arry prolongation of the debate en procedure. 

To my mind, given the present state of affairs, we should ask the co-Chairmen 
to resume their .efforts to reach, an agroe:r:ont on procedure for the Comiuttee of the 
I^Taole, while taking into account the remarks X7hich have been made here. For m.y 
part, "I express, the sincere wish that such an agreo?i]ent between the co-Chairmen will: 
be achieved, and that ohe Coicmittee on collateral maacjures will be able to resume its 
work as soon as possible. Personally I have always considered and I still consider 
this work very urgent and xory important, and it would be c«ad indeed if the Committee 
of the Whole were once more to be paralysed by the intransigence of a fe\^7 delegations. 

The CHAIRMN (Ethiopia); 7. h-^-e ^hree :.-aore names on my list. The hour 
iv^. getting late, and perhaps I might be allowed to express the thought that brevity is 
the roul of wit and the hope that brevity will be generally appreciated. I call 
upon the representative of the United Kingdom. 

.Sir Paul- iVLASON (United Kingdom).; I thlnlc I shall have no difficulty, 
Mvo Chaiinran, in conforming with your, very wise direction. I can be all the more 
brief because our colleague from Italy has dealt with a good m.any of the points 
which I had intended to raise. I want, however, to speak entirely on the procedural 
point and, first, to say how very glad the United Kingdom delegation was to note 
that agreement had been reached between the two co-Chairmen with regard to a procedure 
(E;K'DC/?V.108, p. 34-) for allowing uo to resune our dlscuSv^.ion on general and complete 
diisai-mament. That, as I have had occasion to remark quite recently, is a subject 
whicn we in the United Kingdom have always felt sho^old not be allowed to disappear 
from our discussions,- or indeed to to too much o':orlaid by the urgency of questions 
such as that of the conclusion of a nuclear test ban agree?:enb. 
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We were very glad to hear also that there had been a discussion between the two 
co--Chairmen on how best to revive the work of the Committee of the I-Jhole. Our 
hopes were raised when we were informed that in fact it had been possible to agree upon 
a pair of measures^ one from one side and one from the other, which would be the 
first subjects for discussion at alternate meetings — or whatever the appropriate 
procedure would be* I am not going to go into the merits of these questions* 
One assumes that, on the occasions of such discussions between the two co-Chairmen, 
each co-Chairman chooses the subject he thinks is of major iii5)ortance and that 
eventually an agreement is reached between them on their two respective nozninations • 
l/hat has been disappointing is to hear that that apparent agreement was in process 
of being blocked by the determination of one of the co-Chairmen to make it conditional 
upon the reaching of agreement to discuss immediately afteivards a further item. 
From the practical point of view, I fail to see why it is necessary to do that at 
this stage. we have a pair which apparently was acceptable, and a pair on which 
tbere is a great deal of discussion to be undertaken. 

ks for the Soviet Union's item, that is, the question of the bases on foreign 
soil (ENDC/75), I can certainly promise that the United Kingdom will have a great 
deal to say on that. I think we need not fear that our debates will be entirely 
wasted on that point • I am sure that the same is true of the contributions that 
will be made en the Western co-Chairman's item. That being so, why should we 
spoil everything by this rigid insistence upon adding still further to our list, and 
adding, as far as one can judge, on a partial, not on an impartial, basis? If the 
Soviet co-Chairman feels that it is urgently necessary in second place — not in 
first place, but in second place — to discuss the item on the question of the 
conclusion of a non-aggression pact, then his way, as far as I can see, is quite clear. 
All he has to do is accept a nomination from the Western co-Chairman and let it be 
agreed that that discussion shall take place, at the appropriate moment, which I 
suppose would be after the first discussion was concluded. However, I am afraid 
that, by insisting on discussing this item without any further undertaking about 
what is to be discussed from the Western side, the Soviet co-Chairman is simply 
blocking the progress of discussion of his own measure, and I do not understand his 
purpose in doing that. 
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I am not .trying to suggest that I am altogether in favour of discussing at 
this stage the item on the non-aggression pact. If I may^-J want to correct 
what may have been a slight misunderstanding on the part of our colleague from 
Poland. I understood him to indicate that my leader^ Mro Godber^ had said that 
the United Kingdom was in favour of that item. I think that that impression must 
not be allowed to stand o What Mt. Godber said (ENDG/FV«100^ p^AA) "was that he 
recognized that it was a subject for discussion;] but he did not say that he was in 
favour of discussing the item necessarily at this stage.. He certainly said nothing 
to imply that he was in favour' of discussion on the basis of the draft text which 
was circulated some time ago by the Soviet delegation (ENDC/77) o 

I repeat that I think the most practical way would be for the co-Chairmen to 
agree^ and for us to endorse their agreement^ only on the basis of the first pair 
of measures^ If they wish to look still further into the future, then let them 
agree on another pair^ in which case the. Western co-Chairman will no doubt have a 
measure of his own to put foi*v;ardo If we must^ look still further, as the 
representative of Poland has suggested, and have a third pair, then let us in due 
course arrange for discussion of a third pairj but I think that would be a long time 
ahead. 

Let us not get into an impasse ♦ Let as not allow ourselves to be blocked 
in our revival of the discussions in the Committee of the Whole by an insistence 
on going outside our' normal procedure and trying to work, in the way that has already 
been shown, on a basis of partiality ^ Echoing the remarks of the representative of 
Italy, I hope very much that we shall be able to induce the two co-Chairmen to work 
out agreement on this basis, and preferably at this stage to consider only one pair, 
while each of them may reserve the right to put forward other pairs as and when 
discussion of the first pair becomes exhausted. 

Mre BURNS (Canada): In discussing the question of what should be the 
agenda for the Committee of the Whole we should like first of all to make our 
position clear, as we have done before, on what is the first priority task of this 
Committee^ 
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On Friday; 15- March; the. representative of Mexico gave us a very impressive 
;list (ENr)G/PV:.l09r pp<»14--l6) of statements by delegations here to the' effect that to 
obtain agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests was the most important task of 
this Conference. There iS; J think; no disagreement with that, ¥e believe that 
the Conference must continue to work mainly on that, task until the differences are 
resolved and agreement is reached'^ -although I must say that the statements we have 
heard this, morning do not give us very much hope for any immediate progress<» 
However; we think that we should tiy also to agree on measures- for reducing 
international tension which could be put into effect before agreement on general 
and complete disarmament has been achieved 5 and this task; in our vieW; should be 
of second priority. 

We regret very much that the collateral-measures Committee has been inactive 
for such a- long, time,- On looking back, one finds it -rather hard to . under stand 
why the Committee of the Whole has not had a single meeting since 19 July I962 — 
that iS; for a period of eight months v When the Committee of the Whole; or 
collateral-measures Committee^ was established the Canadian delegation thought 
that progress on these measures could be best assured by dealing with them. in a 
separate body; to make a distinction in o:nr working between them and the measures 
which properly belong to general and complete disarmament 5 and we are still convinced 
of that. We feel that when. the Eighte en-Nat ion Committee decided to establish 
the Committee of the Whole it recogni2i0d that the world would welcome agreement^ on 
measures collateral to disarmament as evidence that the major Powers were determined 
to reverse the^arms race and accomplish :.the major task before this Conference. 

We; like otherS; have noted from the statements of the co--Chairmen. (ENDC/PV„109; 
pp. 24. et seq ., 37 et seq .) that there is a conflict of views on. whether or not the 
Committee of the Whole should take up., the- .quest ion. of a non-aggression pact between 
the NATO and the Warsaw Pact Powers. The Canadian delegation is in agreement with 
the view "just- stated by 'the- representative; of . the United .Kingdom that there would 
seem to be rio" reaison why we -should hot proceed at once to discuss those- two. items 
which the co-Chairmen seem, to have agreed -could, be taken up in parallels the -q.uestion 
of the reduction of the risk of war through accident or miscalculation (ENDC/7.0) ; . 
and the draft declaration on the renunciation of use of foreign territories for 
stationing strategical means of deliveiTy of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75) . We feel 
that the Committee could veiy well leave until later the selection of additional 
items to be taken up when those two subjects have been considered. 
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In this connexion- a:il of us realize that there are other important items on 
the list of collateral measures (EI\fDC/C»l/2) which^ if they were agreed upon^ would 
help towards an .agreement .on general and complete disarmamento For example^ the 
Canadian delegation has on seyeral occasions in this Conference emphasized the 
importance of an. agreement probJLbiting the orbiting of weapons of mass destruction 
in outer space. We have suggested the text (ENDC/17) of a declaration based on 
similar provisions in the United States and Soviet Union disarmament plans o The 
world has much more reason to fear now than in 1962 that the nuclear powers will 
develop new and more deadly types of weapons and means of delivery o^ and it is 
precisely for that reason that the . prohibition of orbiting weapons of mass 
destruction in outer space is an appropriate item for early discussion in the 
collateral-measures Committee * 

In case it is not possible — although we" hope it rav^ be possible — for the co-Chairmen to 
agree to discuss in pr^rallel those items which we have mentioned and which they 
have seemingly agreed' upon;> we have another suggestion. During the past eight 
months the co-Chairmen have apparently been unable to find a way out of the 
procedural impasse which prevented the convening of the collateral-measures 
Committee* The Canadian delegation regards the institution of the co-Chairmen as 
one of the main advantages of this Conference ♦ In the past we welcomed the 
co-operation which developed between them in recommending the programme of work 
(ENDC/52) ^ and we strongly hope that that institution will- recover its previous 
effectiveness and not- simply remain in a state of deadlocki One of the reasons 
the Conference agreed to this institution of co-Chairmen was the hope that it would 
facilitate decisions on procedural matters which might otherwise block discussions ^ 
and the record of agreement between the co-Chairmen in making procedural recommendations 
has, we think;, been good on the whcle^ But we must accept the fact that agenda 
problems do at present block the opportunity for examining collateral measures. 

What can we do in the circumstances? We have a responsibility to discuss 
collateral measures because that subject has been put on our agenda by General 
Assembly resolution 1767 (XVIl) and it follows that in the absence of agreement 
between the co-Chairmen^ it is the duty of this Eighte.en-Nation Committee as a 
whole to re-examine the entire question of the agenda of the collateral-measures 
Committee p I should like to suggest that, as a firwSt step, we ask the co-Chairmen 
to issue a new document stating in parallel columns their respective preferences 
concerning the agenda. The existing statement (El^IDC/C.l/2) was issued on 
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2 April 1262. Tliat is almost a year ago, and from the brief report v^e heard from 
the co-Chairmen last Friday (SivDG/P7ol09, pp. 25,39), and from the discussion today, 
it is obvious that that- document is out of date. New items have been added. Vifith 
a new document before us, the members of this Conference would have a clearer 
understanding than there is now of the present situation of each side*. 

Next, we think it would be useful for individual members of this Conference, 
and in particiilar the non-aligned members, to submit in writing to the co-Chairmen 
their vie^^and suggestions on the order of priority of the agenda items. So far as 
the Canadian delegation is concerned, we are. not aware of the views of a number of 
members of this Conference on this question of the collateral-measures Committee 
agenda, i/e think it would certainly help the co-Chairmen in their attempt to reach 
a joint recommendation to, know what other members of the . Conference want. The 
subject of collateral measures is the concern of all representatives here, and their 
viexvs should' be heard* 

The Canadian delegation would hope that with the assistance of such documents 
the co~Chai!rmen would be able to reach agreement. But even if, contrary to our hope 
and expectation, they could not do so, we should accept the fact that the Conference 
still has the responsibility of discussing collateral measures. The Canadian 
delegation holds the view that, even if there is no agreed agenda, the collateral- 
measures Committee should meet on a regular basis, and members of this Conference 
should be free to discuss and to explain their views on those measures which they 
consider to be of paramount interest. 

vvO recognize that that.ivould be a far from ideal situation; it might mean, 
certainly at the beginning, a rather disorganized debate. Nevertheless we think 
that arrangement would have distinct advantages and would certainly be better than 
each side standing on its present position and refusing to agree to any discussion 
whatever. First, by carrying on a debate in that way we would prevent the collateral- 
measures Committee and the collateral measures themselves from becoming dead. letters. 
Secondly, I believe that discussion would shov/ what subjects afforded the best prospect 
of early agreement. As a common interest in particular item^ emerged in the general 
course of the discussion the Committee would be able to select those items on which 
it wished to concentrate. 
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I hope that these suggestions can be taken into consideration not only by the 
eO'-Chairmen but by all members of the ■• Committee, and that they may offer a possible 
way ouG of the impasse in v;hich we noxv find ourselves in this matter. 

s 

Ivlr, BLUSZTA JlNi (Poland) (translaUon^jTO^^ In view of the late 
hour I shall be very brief. I think that, the statements of the Italian and United 
Kingdom representatives call for a fevj remarks on riy part« 

In connexion \vith the statement of oux Italian colleague, l:r* Cavall.etti, I 
believe that a French historian once said that writing history. required a great 
.effort of imagination^ I must congratulate the Italian representative: . he is quite 
up to thistask^ He has made a great deal of. the wish of the Western Powers to show 
a spirit of conciliation and compromise. However, when one looks more closely at 
what he has just said, it seems to me that it adds up to veiy little^ VJhat is the 
conclusion to be dravm from his statement? ObTicu,?ly he agrees that we shoiald 
discuss the problem of preventing war by miscalculation, which in his opinion offers 
the greatest, chance of leading to an agreement. Ivir, Cavalletti should note that v^e 
too agree that this problem, shoxild appear on our agenda. But he does not wish to" 
discuss the question of eliminating strategic nuclear bases, because he believes 
that,- this is p\ire propaganda. Nor does he wish to discuss the Soviet proposal for 
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact, because he believes that the peaceful 
intentions of the NATO countries are so evident that they cannot conclude a non- 
aggression pact with the signatories of the v^arsaw Treaty. 

So what is the resujt? It seems that we have only one point remaining on our 
agenda: the prevention of war by miscalculation. That is the result of the spirit 
of compromise and conciliation of the western delegationso. 

I should now like to ma -.s a rem.ark concerning the United Kingdom representative's 
statement. Certain points in his statement ssam to be worthy of note, and I propose 
to return to them at- one of our later meetings after studying his statement in the 
verbatim record. At the present, stage I shall make only the following remark. 

The United Kingdom representative reproved i::.o rci* nraying that the head of the 
United Kingdom delegation, ivtr. Gcdber, had stated that his delegation was prepared 
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to discuss the problem of a non-aggression pact in this Coiranittee, 'mat was not 
what I said. I simply said I believed that the United Kingdom Government v/as in 
favoiir of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the States signatories of 
the 'North Atlantic Treaty and the countries members of the V/arsaw Pact-, I was 
perhaps justified in hoping that this attitude on the United Kingdom Government's 
part v7ould be reflected in the position taken up by the United Kingdom delegation 
at Geneva . 

I'ir. TSjilKiPKm (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tr anslation from 
Russian ) : In connexion with the discussion that has developed on the queistion of 
what should be discussed in the Committee, in particular in the Committee of the 
vVhole, I should like to make the following clarification of the Soviet Union's 
position, 

've now insist on one thing only: that the question of a non-aggression pact 
be included in the list of items for discussion by the Committee of the vvhole; 
because we do not consider that any technical questions, such as exchange of missions, 
notification of the movement of forces, and so on, are adequate measures for 
preventing war from breaking out. If we set ourselves such an aim, as we undoubtedly 
do, it is essential to examine the proposals submitted by the Soviet Union for 
achieving this purpose. I have in mind such proposals as the declaration on 
renimciation by States of the use of foreign bases for stationing strategical means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons (;lla.^jDC/75) , the non-aggression pact (ElniDC/77), and the 
question of establishing nuclear-free zones. These questions could, of course, play 
a very positive role in the achievement of this aim* 

The Soviet delegation cannot agree that the discussion of questions put forward 
by the other side and in the discussion of which the whole xvorld is interested, 
should be blocked at the, will of one of the co-Chairmen or a group of V/estern Powers. 
We have officially submitted a proposal for a non-aggression pact between the l^ATO 
countries and the countries of the Wai-^saw Treaty. But now the United States and its 
allies^ the Western Powers, as is clearly seen from the statements made here by the 
representative of the United Kingdom, Sir Paul Mason, the representative of Italy, 
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Ivdr* Cavalletti, and the representative of Canada, iv:ir. Burns, want to prevent 
discussion by the Committee of the :draftnon-ag.^ression pact submitted by the Soviet 
Union* we shall resolutely oppose this line taken by the western Powers, and insist 
that the question of a non-aggression pact be included in the list of questions to 
be discussed by the Committee of the .hole. 

'x^ir. CAV.AT,T , h;TTl (Italy) ( translation from French ) : I do not know if we 
are writing history, but at all events the history we are writing is contained in 
the verbatim records, which can be consulted by anyone* 

Concerning my proposal — perhaps I expressed myself badly — my notion was 
the following o -ve chose at first to discuss in the Committee of the whole the 
question of war propaganda because ive believed that this was an ep.sy subject which 
could constitute a first point of agreement* I hope that the sai.ie principle wil.l 
be applied in future: that is to say^ that questions will be chosen upon v/hich 
agreement can be reached fairly easily. To my mind the question of the risk of war 
is included in this category, since we have before us proposals which are common to 
both sideso 

Mre STjjILLE (Ignited States of iiraerica): It seems to me that there needs to 
be a slight clarification of the situation. The Soviet representative said that the 
only thing that his delegation was asking was that the question of a non-aggression 
pact between the KATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries should be placed on 
the agenda of the Coiiimittee of the ..chole. But that is not what wg are discussing. 
m are discussing the priority of consideration of questions in the Committee of the 
vvholoe Various delegations have proposed different topics from time to time* The 
topic of the non~aggression pact betv;een NATO countries and warsaw Treaty countries 
is not a new proposal, since it appears in the list of questions put forward by 
members of the Eighteen-riation Committee on Disarmament for discussion in the Committee 
of the iJhole in document EivDC/C,l/2 of 2 April 1962, a document with which members of 
the Committee are familiar, -ihat we are discussing now is the priority which should 
be given to items put forward by various delegations* 
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The Soviet representative certainly cannot say that the Soviet delegation has 
never objected to giving priority for discussion to an item submitted by -one- V/estern 
delegations. In fact it has never, without strenuous objection and discussion, 
accepted that an item put forward by the ¥est should be given priority. The Soviet 
delegation would not accept priority for an item we put forward regarding the cut-off 
of production of fissionable materials for use iii weapons. So far the only item 
proposed by the Vvest to which the Soviet delegation has agreed to give priority 
discussion in the Committee- of the Whole was- one-half — one-half, I repeat — of 
an item v^re proposed on the reduction of the possibility of war by surprise attack, 
miscalculation or failure of communications. After long discussion, and with the 
assistance of several of the non-aligned delegations, the Soviet representatives 
were finally brought to agree to give priority to one-half of that item, which is 
the 'item we are presently proposing as one of the first pair, namely reduction of the 
possibility of war by accident^ miscalculation or failure of conmiimications. 

The United States co-Chairman has agreed to the first pair of items for priority 
discussion, that is, one-half of our item on surprise attack, which now reads: 
"Reduction of the possibility of war by accident, miscalculation or failure of 
communications" (MDC/C*l/l9) , and the Soviet-proposed draft declaration {WDG/75) . 

We have a tentative agreement on giving priority to that pair, of items. Let 
us get on with the discussion of those two items to which the Soviet delegation has 
agreed to give priority, and let us not get bogged down because we cannot agree 
right how on the priority list of all the other items that various delegations have 
proposed* 

IvITo TSARAPKDni" (Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics) ( translation from 
R ussian ) : The representative of the United States is resorting to purely formal 
arguments when he says that what we are discussing now is only the priority of^ 
consideration of questions on the list of the Committee of the Whole* That is not 
so, we have already submitted a draft non-aggression pact and that document is in 
fact- b'fef ore ^ 'lis, yet now v\rhen we ask thatj after the United States "item on measures 
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for the prevention of war by accident, miscalciilation and so on^ the Committee 
proceed immediately to discuss the question of a non-aggression pact, the United 
States representative refuses-- to agree to this* Formally, this is a procedural 
question, but one which has great political significance. It is not a question of 
whose half-item is 'included and whose half-item is not. It is not a matter of 
arithmetic; we cannot weigh up on an apothecary ^s scale these points and questions • 
We are faced with a question of fundamental political importance — whether or not 
the Comanittee binds itself by a decision that we proceed to the discussion of the 
non-aggression pact. 

The United States representative, with the support of the representatives of 
other r/estern Powers, does not want the Committee to assume an obligation to consifer 
the draft non-aggression pacto But we insist on ito That is the crux of the matter, 
i\nd that is why Mr* Stelle misrepresents the situation when he says that we are 
d.'.scussing the priority of consideration of questions^ .-/e have submitted bur draft 
non-aggression pact: the United States has submitted nothing on this subject » That 
is true,;* but that fact — namely, that the United 'States has no enthusiasm for a . 
non-aggression pact — does not at all mean that vje should not discuss this question* 
We have submitted our draft non-aggression pact and insist that it be discussed as 
soon as possible. Let us begin with the declaration, the draft of which has been 
submitted, by the Soviet Union, then take up the United States. item on measures for 
preventing -war by accident^ and then the ciuestion of a non-aggression pact, We 
ilnsist upon it, and shall continue to insist upon it* 

Ivir* CAV.,4LLETTI (Italy) ( translation from French ): I hope that in the light 
of the remarks which have just been made the two co-Chairmen- will meet again and will 
try to make another effort to reach an agreement on the agenda of the Committee of 
the Whole. 

Mr. TARABAInTOV (Bulgaria) ( translation from French ): At our last meeting 
we decided to postpone questions of procedure* vvO intended to discuss these questions 
of procedure today. It id too late now, and that is why we have decided not to do so* 
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However, we think that it is right and proper that the other delegations which have 
not yet expressed their views should have the opportunity of doing so at the next, 
meeting or at a later meeting. I do not believe ~ and that is why I have asked to 
speak — that the statem.ent just made by the Italian representative should signify 
that the discussion on the question of procedure is closed. The co-Chairraen must 
have an opportunity of hearing all the discussions which take place here on 
procedure; and then they can give due consideration to the suggestions and remarks 
which have been put forward. 

m, CAVALLETTI (Italy) ( translation from French ) : I entirely agree with 
the Bulgarian representative. However, that does not mean that the two co-Chairmen 
should not in the meantime make a fresh effort to find a. basis for agreement. 

The Conferenc e decided to issue the following communique ; 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 
held its one hundred and tenth plenary meeting in the Palais dea Nations, 
Geneva, under the chairmanship of Lij Mikael Imru, representative of Ethiopia, . 

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria, Nigeria, 
the United States, the Soviet Union, Italy, Poland, the United Kingdom and 
Canada , 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on >jednesday, 20 ]Vlarch 
1963, at 10,30 a.m." 

The meeti n g rose at 1.45 p.m . 



